U N C O R R E C T E D P R O O F 1
Introduction

34
Specialty drug treatment courts (DTCs) and mental health courts drug use and associated offending" (McIvor, 2009, p.45) .
114
Finally in a third study, courtroom observations and outcomes 3 of
115
MHC participants in the Washoe County, Nevada MHC were analysed 116 against a comparison group of offenders in a recent U.S. study 117 (Frailing, 2010) . The study found that personal interactions between 118 the judge and court participants help to create a perception of a thera-119 peutic environment in the court (Frailing, 2010) . The study also con-120 cluded that through such personal interactions in which praise and 121 encouragement are offered, and where offenders are given the opportu-122 nity to engage directly with the decision maker, participants in this 123 court viewed the program as "a therapeutic environment" (Frailing, 124 2010, p.212 with the law (see Jackson et al., 2012; Tyler, 1990; Tyler, 2009 rates of recidivism (Gottfredson et al., 2007; McIvor, 2009) (Frailing, 2010) . 4 The comparison sample was identified as "(a)…charged with a nonviolent misdemeanor, ordinance violation, or criminal traffic offense, and (b) currently has, or previously has had, mental health problems" (Poythress et al., 2002, p. 522) . Further the authors matched the experimental and comparison samples on specific demographic variables and "current mental status."
However whether these beneficial effects extend to offenders suffering A measure similar to the one used by Poythress et al. (2002) 7 was 299 used to gauge participant perceptions of procedural justice in their 300 court experiences. The four-item scale asks participants to express the 301 degree to which 1) they had an opportunity to tell the judge 5 A total of 43 probationers were approached in person by the researcher, and the remaining 7 were likely not in court during the times subjects were recruited. These probationers may also have been in residential treatment, in jail, or otherwise not physically present during the times subjects were recruited. 6 According to the latest U.S. Census data, the estimated percentage of residents in Or- The judge is someone I trust, and I feel free to discuss the things that 343 worry me with the judge. A higher score indicates probationers were 344 more trusting of the judge. 
the Caring-Fairness subscale of the judge-probationer relationship scale 376 was 6.07, which suggests that probationers experience a high level of 
387
Turning now to the bivariate correlations, it can be seen from Table 2 388 that a number of interesting relationships between the measures 389 emerged. For example, a central question of this study was how proce-390 dural justice would be related to the different elements of relationship 391 quality between probationers and the judge in the CODC. As seen in 392 Table 2 , procedural justice is positively correlated with trust in the 393 judge. Procedural justice is also strongly related to satisfaction with out-394 come, which is consistent with procedural justice theory. We also see a 
Predictors of Trust in the Judge
436
A second regression analysis was run using Trust in the Judge as a 437 dependent variable. Control variables age and gender were entered at
438
Step 1, followed by procedural justice at Step 2, and caring-fairness caring-fairness and toughness (see Table 4 ). Perception of caring- Table 4 t4:1 t4:2 Regression analysis for predictors of trust in the judge.
t4:3 Variable
Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 a Gender is coded 0 = male, 1 = female. t4:16 Table 5 t5:1 t5:2 Regression analysis for predictors of future intentions to comply.
t5:3 Variable
Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
for building trust in this group. These findings lend support to the 449 hypothesis that the way probationers with co-occurring disorders are 450 treated in a specialty court is important and can influence trust. The intent of this study was to examine the quality of the judge- 
509
Since the sample size used in this study is small, the regression analyses 510 reported lack some predictive power; however this preliminary analysis 511 of the data shows promise for future application of procedural justice 512 within this context.
513
The findings of this study are not surprising when examined through judge. This is consistent with the major hypothesis of this study.
518
Because interpersonal treatment and fair decision making are both crit-519 ical parts of procedural justice, this is also consistent with procedural 520 justice theory.
521
Findings of the present study showed that procedural justice was im-522 portant for predicting self-reported satisfaction with the outcome. The 523 results also showed a strong bivariate correlation between procedural 524 justice and trust (see Table 2 ) and a trend in the right direction with vism or re-arrest rates of probationers in the CODC.
606
The next step in analyzing the data collected in this study is to exam- 
